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REPORT. 


The Select Committee, to whom was referred J kt Resolution 
No. 3 A, concerning the organization of new Territory, have had.. 
the same under eonsideration, and instruct me to report said reso- 
lution back to the House, with the recommend: that they. do pass, 


for the following reasons: ; > 


Primarily, your Committee are of opinion that Sląvery is wrong. 
That upon the principles of justice, humanity and christianity, it 
can never subsist. That it is in open antagonism to the spirit of 
the Declaration of our Rights, upon which bases the Constitution 
of our general Government, and therefore to the essential design 
and import of the Constitution itself. That, if the principles which 
wrought out our independence had been broadly applied, human 
Slavery would now have no existence in our country; and"that, 
owing to its local character removing it from the general Govern- ' 
ment’s control, it was permitted to continue its existence, rather by 
sufferance, than of right. That it is essentially local in character, 
was so regarded by the framers of our Constitution, is so regarded 


by the States in which it exists, and is also so regarded by the 
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Judiciary of the country ; and that, an opposite view would elothe 
Congress with authority for its total abolition throughout the States. 
That the Jeffersonian Proviso, commonly known as the ordinance 
of 1797, was in striet harmony with the Constitution, and that 
every subsequent proviso, preserving to the Territory of the Union, 
an exemption from the ingress, or establishment of Slavery there- 
in, is also in striet harmony with such instrument. So believing, 
your committee are constrained to regard the subject submitted 
to their investigation, one of tha gravest importance ; for the better 
understanding of which, a brief review of the antecedents of Slave- 
ry, as to its gradual absorption of our Territories, may not be im- 
proper. It will be observed that the early and well settled policy 
of the United States, was the non extension of Slavery; as is pro- 
ven by the universal acquiescence in the Jeffersonian doctrine of 
1784, which as the ordinance of 1787 became operative law. Loui- 
siana was purchased of France in 1808. At the time of purchase 
the slaves in the Territory numbered from twenty-five to thirty 
thousand, the most of them being in that portion now constituting 
the State of Louisiana. In 1312 Louisiana was admitted into the 
Union, and Congress having neglected to provide for the abolition 
of Slavery therein, she was admitted as a Slave State. It is be- 
lieved that the circumstances of the country, the principles of the 
ordinance of 1787, and a correct construction of the Treaty under 
which the purchase was made, combined or separate, furnished 
no possible apulogy for the continuance of the institution; and 
that, had not the original policy of the Government been departed 
from, no part of the Territory purchased from France would have 
been admitted into the Union with Slavery. Six years after the 


admission of Louisiana, the people of Missouri asked of Congress 


5 


permission to form a State Constitution and requested admission - 
into the Union. Considering that there were at the date of. this-re- 
quest not to exceed thyee thousand slaves in the whole remaining 
Territory purchased from France, it was not an unreasonable prop- 
osition, that a provision be incorporated into the Bill, permitting 
the organization of a State Government, requiring that an article 
be contained in the new State Constitution which should abolish ' 
existing Slavery and prevent its future introduction therein. Such 
a provision was proposed, and after the most strenuous opposition, 
was adopted in the House of Representatives, by a very decisive 
majority. It was subsequently lost in the Senate, and owing to 
the failure of agreement between the two Houses, the Bill was 
defeated. At the next sneceeding session of Congress the contest 
was renewed, and finally resulted in the adoption of the Missouri 
Compromise. Missouri was received as a Slave State, and the fol- 
lowing section incorporated into the Act providing for her admis- 
sion, to wit, Sec. 8, “Be it further enacted, that in all that Ter- 
ritory ceded by France to the United States, under the name of 
Louisiana, which lies north of thirty-six degrees and thirty miu- 
utes of North latitude, and not included within the limits of the 
State contemplated by this Act, Slavery und involuntary servi- 
tude, otherwise than as the punishment of crime, shall be and ts 
hersby forever prohibited.” Act March 6, 1820—3 U. S. Statutes 
at large, 545. This provision allayed the hostility sufficiently to 
admit Missouri as a Slave State, while without it, it is presuming 
against history. to suppose that she could have been thug admitted. 
By this Compromise the position of the friends of Freedom was 
materially weakened, and that of their antagenists strengthened. 


The advocates of rational Liberty became less zealous, while thosa 
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of Slavery became embo.dened and confident. This is significant 
of the fact, that Perdue ever suffers by compromising with Face. 
Florida was next purchased from Spain,.and seems to have been 
appropriated to Slavery with scarcely a question as to its propriety. 
Our third and last acquisition by purchase was from Mexico. 
Previous to obtaining California, however, Texas had become an 
integral portion of our Union, by annexation. 

That State, containing sufficient area to make some forty of the 
dimensions of Massachusetts, was also received with Slavery. A 
very important feature connected with its reception, is the reasser- 
tion of the principle of restriction. Article third of section second 
of the Joint Res »lution providing for the annexation of Texas to 
the United States, emphatically declares that— Zn such State or 
States as shall be formed out of said Territory north of said 
Missouri Compromise line, Slavery or involantary servitude, ex- 
cept for crime, shall be prohibited.” Act of March 1, 1845—5 U. 


S. Statutes at large, 797. 


No member of your Honorable Body can have forgotten the 
protracted and angry discussion consequent upon the acquisition 
of California; neither can it have been forgotten that Slavery 
therein gained an additional triumph. The compromise measures 
of 1850 resulted therefrom; by which Freedom gained California, 
and the Territories of New Mexico and Utah were thrown open 
to the intrusion of slavery. The same principle of Slavery restric- 
Zion is retained, however; and to this fact particular attention is 
solicited. That portion of the compromise measures providing for 
the organization of New Mexico and the adjustment of the Texas 
boundary, contained the following proviso, as moved by Mr. Mason 


of Virginia, to wit: “Provided, that nothing» herein contained 
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shall be construed to impair or qualify ANvqarsa contained in the 
third article of the second section of the Joint Resolution for an- 
nexing Texas to the United States, approved March 1, 1845, either 
as regards the number of States that may hereafter be formed ont 
of the State of Texas, or orunkwise.” Act September 9, 1850— 
9 U. S. Statutes at large, 446. : 


We have then, the Ordinance of 1787, the Missouri Compro- 
mise, the Joint Resolution for annexing Texas, and the provision 
of the Act above mentioned, as moved by Mr. Mason; all and 
severally sustaining the beneficent doctrine of Slavery restriction, 
Further—the question of restriction, as presented in the Missouri 
Compromise, was referred by President Monroe to his Cabinet, 
and John Quincy Adams, Secretary of State; John O. Calhoun, 
Secretary of War; William H. Crawford, Secretary of the Trea- 
sury; and William Wirt, Attorney General, severally returned 
him a written opinion confirmatory of its constitutionality. These 
eminent men were all from Slave States with the single exception 
of Mr. Adams; and it will scarcely be conceived that John O. Cal- 
houn would give an opinion against the interests of Slavery, which 
a candid and truthful exposition of the constitution did not re- 
quire. Your committee are thus particular in the statement of 
these facts, in order to bring boldly tọ the view, the doctrine of 
Slavery restriction as a constitutional and national one; alike 
eminent for its democracy and humanity. Congress having the 
constitutional right to limit Slaver y, does not the duty legitimately 


attach also ? ? 


It would’ seem that, having established the constitutionality of 
the restrictive principle, the opposite would of itself fall; for the 
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Constitution cannot be deemed the equal guardian of Liberty and 


Slavery. That would be a faith as monstrous as absurd! 


From attention to this review it will be scen that slavery, not- 
withstanding the original policy of the Government and this res- 
źrietdve principle, often re-asserted; has succeeded in absorbing 
much the most of our purchased Territory, thus far. Of the Louis- 
iana purchase, the States of Louisiana, Arkansas and Missouri 
have found their admission into the Union, with slavery; while 
Towa as a free State and Minnesota as an organized Territory are 
the sum and limit of Freedom's accessions therefrom, if the Ne- 
braska bill should "pass. Our purchase from Spain all inured to 
the advantage of Slavery, while of the purchase from Mexico it ob- 
tains Utah and New Mexico. Slavery has then gained four States 
and two Territories, while Freedom has gained only two States 
and one Territory. That a proper understanding may be-obtain- 
ed of the extensive region of Territory, which Senator Douglas, 
by his Nebraska bill, proposes to throw open to Slavery, the fol- 
lowing selected description of its boundaries is submitted, to wit: 
“ [rom the southwestern corner of Missouri pursue the parallel of 

: 86° 30' north latitude, westwardly across the Arkansas, across the 
north ford of Canadian to the northeastern angle of Texas; then 
follow the northeastern boundary of Texas to the western limit of ' 
New Mexico; then proceed along that western line to its northern 
termination; then again turn westwardly, and follow the northern 
line of New Mexico to the crest of the Rocky Mountains; then 
ascend northwardly along the crest of that mountain range to the 
line which separates the United States from the British Posses- 


sions in North America, on the 49th parallel of north latitude 5 
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then pursue your course eastwardly along that line to the White 
Earth river, which falls into the Missouri from the North ; descend 
that river to.its confluence with the, Missouri; descend the Mis- 
souri, along the western boundary of Minnesota, of Iowa, of Mis- 
souri to the point where it ceases to be a boundary line, and enters 
the State to which it gives its name; then continue your southward 
course along the western limit of that State to the point from 


which you set out,” 


The bill, to which the resolution under consideration refers, In- 
cludes all of the unorganized Territory of the Union. It comprises 
within its limits an expanse of Territory more than three thousand 
miles in circuit, and embraces an area of 485,000 square miles. It 
is something more than twelve times as great as the State of Ohio, 
and, excluding California, is thirty' three thousand square miles 
larger than the entire area of all the present Free States. For 
thirty three years this immense region has been regarded as sacred 
to Liberty. Until recently, no intimation has ever been heard 
that it was not so to remain. The boldest and most reckless of 
slavery propagandists had not dared a profanation of this sacred 
heritage of Freedom, and it was reserved for a Northern man to 


aim this master blow of ruin at the liberties of his country. 


In the judgment of your committee, the reason assigned for 
this gigantic scheme of mischief, is but a subterfuge totally un- 
worthy of an enlightened statesman. It is alleged that a 
faithful carrying out of the Compromise of 1850, demands this 
unparalleled and alarming concession to the Slave Power—that 
the legislation of 1850 virtually abolished the Missouri Com- 
promise; and it is claimed that an adherence to democratic faith, 
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requires this immense sacrifice. In a word, that democracy 
ceases to be democracy the moment it refuses to transfer to 
Slavery, every foot of unorganized territory in the Union. Your 
committee are of opinion, that the legitimate duty of democracy, 
is far other than Slavery extension. True democracy is, and must 
ever be, the direct and perpetual antagonist of Slavery ; and the 
absolute triumph of the one, must inevitably occasion the destruc- 
tion of the other. In this view, how alarming becomes the 
proposition to throw the dark mantle of human servitude over. 
this wide region of our country. Examine its locality. Its 
southern connection is with a Territory already in the possession 
of Slavery. Stretching thence north through more than twelve 
degrees of latitude, it joins the British Possessions. Its width 
from east to west, is something more than eleven degrees of longi- 
tude, and two of the three contemplated Pacific R. R. routes must 
pass through it. The passage of the proposed Bill, for the organ- 
ization of this magnificent region under the name of Nebraska, 
contemplates the establishment of Slavery throughout its whole 
extent; thus severing the Atlantic from the Pacific Free States, 
and connecting the Gulf of Mexico with British America, by a 
broad expanse of Slaveholding country, comprising the very heart 
of our Republic. If this terrible treachery to Freedom and hu- 
manity is to be consummated, there ought to be high, honorable 
ańd imperious reasons to justify it. Instead of such justification 
to exalt the martydom of Liberty, we are told that fidelity to the 
compromise measures of 1850, requires this nameless enormity. It 
will not be forgotten that this very compromise, fidelity to which 
is now urged asa reason for committing so stupendous a fraud 


upon our own liberties and upon the cause of Liberty throughout 
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the world, was severely rebuked, in advance, by the democracy of 
this State, in 1849. ` Tf there were reasons then, for a decisive and 
emphatic expression of opinion upon the subject, and against the 
principle of Slavery extensicn, how much more imperative the 


duty now. 


If it were true that the compromise legislation of 1850, did 
abrogate the restriction of the compromise of 1820, it would then 
be an open question, and still constitute no justification of the 


greater evil now proposed. 


An antecedent error can never justify a subsequent one. But 
itis not true that the Missouri Compromise is thus abrogated. 
As has already been stated, the act providing for the organization 
of New Mexico and for settling the boundary of Texas, contains 
a proviso emphatically disproving the assumption. The proviso, 
as moved by Mr. Mason of Virginia, is as follows: “ Provided, , 
That nothing herein contained shall be construed to impair or 
qualify anything contained in the third article of the second 
section of the joint resolution’ for annexing Texas to the United 
States, approved March 1, 1845, either as regards the number of 
States that may hereafter be formed out of the state of Texas, or 
otherwise.” The third article of the second section ‘of the joint 
resolution referred to in the foregoing proviso, distinctly specifies 
that, “in such State or States as shall be formed out of said 
Territory north of said Missourt Compromise line, Slavery or 


involuntary servitude, except for crimes shall be prohibited.” 


Here we have the doctrine of restriction re-asserted, and if the 


-legislation of 1850 repealed the restrictive clause of the Missouri 
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Compromise, then it manifestly repeals this prominent provision 
of the chief act of its series. Did the compromise legislation of 


1850, repeal a portion of itself? 


= 


It was not so recently as March 4, 1858, supposed that the 
restriction of 1820 was abrogated, or in any manner weakened. 
At that date, Mr. Atchison, of Missouri, while urging the 
consideration of the bill for the organization of Nebraska, which 
had passed the House of Representatives at that session, made 
the following explicit declaration: “Its evident that the Mis- 
souri Compromise cannot be repealed. So far as that question is 
eonecrned, we might as well agree to the admission of this Terri- 
tory now, as next year or five or ten years hence.” It is a signifi- 
cant fact, that this express declaration of Mr. Atchison was not 
„eontroverted. If it were erroneous, why did not the present 
chairman of the Senate Territorial Committee rise in his place 
and so state. Ilow is it that during, the protracted and excited 
discussions, antecedent to the passage of the measures of 1850, 
no one discoverd their repealing force. Mr. Douglass himself 
seems to doubt his own conclusion, in as much as he has so 
amended his bill as to positively repeal the Missouri Compromise. 
He has left nothing to conjecture, in his amendment, but is plain 
and explicit; throwing off all disgnise, he stands boldly forth, 


agitating in behalf of Slavery. 


Should this bill unfortunately receive the sanction of Congress 
and beome a law, it is not in human capacity to conceive the ex- 
tent of rnin which may possibly result. Admit Slavery into this 
Territory and it virtnally excludes free labor therefrom ; for his- 


tory has proven nothing more clearly, than that Free and Slave 
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labor cannot exist side by side. The essential degradation of the 
one, necessarily degrades the other; and, therefore, Freemen will 
not, and, with reason, ought not to settle among and labor in com- 
petition witb Slaves. It will not merely retard the settlement of 
the country, but to all time warn off the energy, enterprize and 
intelligence, which would otherwise occupy, reclaim and enrich it, 
and augment the general wealth and prosperity. A great natural 
thoroughfare from the Atlantic to the Pacific States is each day 
becoming more and more of a necessity, and if Nebraska be left 
open to settlement by hardy pioneer Freemen, the work has but 
to commence, and the extended line will swarm with living repre- 
sentatives of energy, skill and capacity, sufficient to construct, 
protect and sustain the grand highway; but introduce Slavery 


and the picture is reversed. j 


Geographically and politically, it assumes a still more alarming 
aspect. The multiplication of Free States at an end, and the faci- 
lities of intercourse between the Atlantic and Pacific States greatly 
abridged—what shall hinder the propagandism of Slavery from 
corrupting our Pacific possessions, and of ultimately subverting 
our own liberties. If tho year 1854 is to witness the bold and 
infamous violation of a solemn covenant—if faith in the integrity 
of legislation, in the truth of history, in the honor of man, and in 
the justice of God, are all to be ignored-—where is the assurance 
that our free limbs and spirits, will not be next bound by the 
fetters which we now permit to be forged for others. In the name 
of Democracy, which would be prostituted by this act—in the 
name of humanity, which would be chattleized by it—in the 
name of Reason, which it would stultify—in the name of Reli- 
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gion, which would be demonized thereby—and in the name of 
Gop, whom it would contemn and defy, we conjure you to protest 


* 


against the consummation of this gigantie wrong. 


O. F. BARTLETT, 
GEO. GARY, 
N. M. DONALDSON. 


